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Further elaboration on the AXIS Delphi tool for assessment of study quality for all studies 
included for review and meta-analysis. 
 
 Two authors independently reviewed all 36 manuscripts included in this study using the 
AXIS Delphi tool for quality assessment of cross-sectional studies [1].  While evaluation by the 
AXIS tool did not yield results that warranted the removal of any included study from this 
review, several points are worth mentioning. First, all 36 studies were deemed satisfactory for 15 
out of the 20 measures included in the AXIS tool. 2 of the remaining 5 measures concerned 
categorization of non-responders in the collection of survey data, for which 12 studies did not 
meet criteria. An additional 30 studies were found not to justify their sample sizes in the 
manuscript text. However, neither of these findings were thought to be sufficiently concerning to 
remove these studies as it is not currently universal practice to report data on survey non-
responders or justify sample sizes. Furthermore, a relatively low percentage of studies doing so 
has been reported in previous systematic reviews by the authors and others [2-6]. For one of the 
final two measures for which there were not 100% satisfactory findings, 2 studies were found to 
not clearly define statistical significance in their findings. However, this also was not determined 
to be sufficient to remove these studies from meta-analysis as the effect sizes of these studies 
were calculated directly from the studies’ primary data thereby yielding helpful data for the 
purpose of this study regardless of the original study’s decision to not clearly define statistical 
significance. Finally, in the last measure for which there were not 100% satisfactory findings, 6 
studies were found not to clearly discuss limitations. Although this is a concerning finding, it 
was determined that an absence of clearly defined limitations was not sufficient to discredit the 
primary data extracted from those studies as the studies had otherwise met satisfactory criteria 
for study quality.  
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